, and is indeed useful in analyzing BMIs in terms of fat and nonfat. 3, 4 People understand the rationale of the BMI in various ways, but its height exponentFand therefore that of the FMIFis effectively a round-number approximation of a nonlinear regression parameter that at least roughly optimizes the BMI as a predictor of adiposity. 5 (This is especially true for men, but the optimum exponent can be close to one and three in women and children, respectively.
)
The BMI thus has a predictive role based on the statistics of adult population samples. The FMI cannot have this role, because it is only calculable when %BF is already known. Because the FMI's height exponent of two derives from that of the BMI, it is also based in population statistics. It has no theoretical basis beyond that. Recently the FMI has been adapted for 9-year-old children using a regression-based height exponent of 5.8. 6 The same objection applies to this index as to the standard FMI, but there is an additional difficulty in that values from the two versions cannot be directly compared. A theoretically sound index, independent of population statistics, is (fat mass)/(D Â height 3 ), where D is the fat density. Appropriately and importantly, this is a dimensionless quantityFlike %BF. Because D is virtually constant, the index may be simplified as (fat mass)/height 3 . Unlike the FMI, this nameless index has, appropriately, the same value for individuals of different sizes that are identical in bodily composition and proportions. 
